tracts do. Then how the former fit together with the latter frames the single most 
urgent question of structure and system that I can identify. 


Since we have already examined enormous composites that find their cogency in 
an other than exegetical program, alongside composites that hold together by 
appeal to a common, prior, coherent statement — the Mishnah-sentences at hand 
— what justifies my insistence that an outline of the document, resting on the 
premise that we deal with a Mishnah-commentary, govern all further description? 
To begin with, the very possibility of outlining this tractate derives from the 
simple fact that the framers have given to their document the form of a 
commentary to the Mishnah. It is in the structure of the Mishnah-tractate that they 
locate everything together that they wished to compile. We know that is the fact 
because the Mishnah-tractate defines the order of topics and the sequence of 
problems. 


Relationships to the Mishnah are readily discerned; a paragraph stands at the head 
of a unit of thought; even without the full citation of the paragraph, we should 
find our way back to the Mishnah because at the head of numerous compositions, 
laid out in sequence one to the next, clauses of the Mishnah-paragraph are cited in 
so many words or alluded to in an unmistakable way. So without printing the 
entire Mishnah-paragraph at the head, we should know that the received code 
formed the fundamental structure because so many compositions cite and gloss 
sentences of the Mishnah-paragraph and are set forth in sequence dictated by the 
order of sentences of said Mishnah-paragraph. Internal evidence alone suffices, 
then, to demonstrate that the structure of the tractate rests upon the Mishnah- 
tractate cited and discussed here. Not only so, but the sentences of the Mishnah- 
paragraphs of our tractate are discussed in no other place in the entire Talmud of 
of the Land of Israel in the sequence and systematic exegetical framework in 
which they are set forth here; elsewhere we may find bits or pieces, but only here, 
the entirety of the tractate. 


That statement requires one qualification, and that further leads us to the 
analytical task of our outline. While the entire Mishnah-tractate of treated here is 
cited in the Talmud of the Land of Israel, the framers of the Talmud of the Land of 
Israel by no means find themselves required to say something about every word, 
every sentence, every paragraph. On the contrary, they discuss only what they 
choose to discuss, and glide without comment by large stretches of the tractate. A 
process of selectivity, which requires description and analysis, has told the 
compilers of the Talmud of the Land of Israel’s composites and the authors of its 


compositions (This statement requires refinement. I do not know that all available 
compositions have been reproduced, and that the work of authors of compositions of Mishnah- 
exegesis intended for a talmud is fully exposed in the document as we have it. That is not only 
something we cannot demonstrate — we do not have compositions that were not used, only the 
ones that were — but something that we must regard as unlikely on the face of matters. All we 
may say is positive: the character of the compositions that address Mishnah-exegesis tells us about 


